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III- AUTOPSY 

The Warren Commission did 
make a mistake. It had compas- 
sion. 

There was some evidence 
which could have been made 
part of the record, but was not: 
X-rays and photographs taken 
at the autopsy of President John 
F. Kennedy. 

Had these photographs been 
introduced as commission exhi- 
bits, the commission may have 
been bound 1 to publish them-- as 
it did with other nonsecret exhi- 
bits. 

In the heartsick atmosphere 
after the assassination, there 
were those who felt this was 
unnecessary, that the evidence 
could be placed under lock and 
key for historians of the future 
and that the sworn testimony of 
autopsy surgeons would now be 
sufficient. 

But who could have reckoned 
there would be the time of the 
critics? Who could have antici- 
pated the commission findings 



would be painted with suspi- 
cion? 

Ther e - were other acts and 
incidents which the critics could 
seize upon and emphasize and 
place out of focus. They did. 

There was a pathologist who 
made an inexact -dot on an au- 
topsy-sketch representing a bul- 
let entry; there were two FBI 
agents who reported the specu- 
lative conversation of patholog- 
ists without knowing the whole 
story; there were the three 
pathologists who left a corrobor- 
ating detail of evidence out of 
the autopsy report; there Was a 
pathologist who burned a draft 
of the autopsy m his fireplace; 
there were harried reporters at 
a Parkland Memorial Hospital 
who failed to make clear that 
doctors were speculating in de- 
scribing the president’s throat 
wound as an entry wound. 

The critics— most notably 
Mark Lane, Edward Jay Ep- 
stein and Harold Weisberg-— 
drew their own meanings from 
these things to make the autop- 
sy findings suspect or tarnished. 

The autopsy report states con- 
clusively that Kennedy was 
struck by two bullets. Ong went 



through his neck. It was a 
wound doctors say he would 
have survived. The second bul- 
let struck- his skull. It was fatal. 

These findings are central to 
the single bullet theory. This 
theory is that a bullet went 
through the president’s neck 
and went on to wound Gov. Co- 
nnally. If not, the single bullet 
theory collapses. And so does 
the Warren report conclusion 
that Lee Harvey Oswald alone 
fired the bullets. 

The critics have constructed 
their machine of destruction by 
selection of parts of testimony 
and parts of evidence from the 
Warren report. Some of it has 
been clever— and some absurd. 

What could be more absurd 
than the way they see the holes 
in the president’s suit jacket 
and shirt? Neither Lane, Ep- 
stein nor Weisberg challenges 
the Warren report evidence, that 
there was a hole in the jacket 
“5% inches below the top of the 
collar and: 1% indies to the right 
of the center back seam Of me 
coat” and a hole in the shirt 
“5% indies below the top of the 
collar and 1% inches to the- right 
of the middle of the back of the 
shirt.” 



“That evidence is compatible 
with a bullet passing through 
the president’s back, Indies be- 
low the neck,” Lane say* in ml 
bode. j 

Weisberg lowers the hole a 
few inches by describing it in 
bis bode as “six inched down 
from the collar. Not m the 
neck.” He drops the key words 
“top of.” 

Epstein, in his book, publishes 
photographs which show the 
garments on a hanger. 1 The 
holes can de seen dearly, 
“These photographs. . .were 
omitted from the Warren report 
and the 26 volumes of sup- 
porting evidence,” he days. He 
got them from the National Ar- 
chives. But other pictures, not 
nearly as dramatic, are in the 
evidence, and the testimony is 
quite precise. 

Seeing the lioles through the 
eyes of Lane, Epstein and Weis- 
berg, it might seem that the 
bullet which made them could 
not have hit the president in the 
base of the neck. But pat a jack- 
et and shirt on any grown man 
with reasonably well-developed 
shoulders, measure 5% indies 
(Turn To Page A4) 
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Warren Report: 



fr (From Pag* One) 

below file top of the collar and a 
bit to the right of the seam, 
have him raise his right arm 
slightly (as the president’s was) 
and mark the spot with a pencil 
point or chalk. Where does this 
touch the body? The base of the 
peck. 

- The precise location of the 
President’s wounds is described 
in the autopsy report. But the 
decision not to introduce the 
autopsy X-rays and photographs 
_ which would show those 
wounds— contributed to today’s 
controversy. Who would have 
known three years ago that they 
would? 



And who made the decision? 

There are two major versions, 
both of which writers of this 
report have gleaned from mem- 
bers of the commission staff: 

1— “The Chief Justice Earl 
Warren, who was chairman of 
the commission is a very hu- 
mane and sensitive man. Out of 
deference to the Kennedy fami- 
ly, especially to Mrs. Kennedy, 
Caroline and John-John, he 
decided it would be awful if they 
were introduced as evidence, 
and then published. He first de- 
terrmined informally that this 
evidence was not absolutely ne- j 
cessary because the autopsy 
pathologists could testify as to 
details,” said one. 

a— “There were members of 
the staff who out of trial experi- 
ence felt that the X-rays and 
photos Were vital documents hi 
presenting^ evidence. There was 
a feeling that the chief recog- 
nized the value of this evidence 
but that the decision to heap 
them under seal came from 
Sen. Robert F. Kennedy, «*■' 
was then die attorney general. 
It was Bobby’s decision,” said 
another. 

’ Neither the chief justice nor 
the senator will comment about 
this or any other aspect of the 
report. The only thing Sen. Ken- 
nedy has said publicly was a 
statement he made in Poland 
that he was satisfied that Os- 
wald was the assassin. 

While most staff members of 
the disbanded commission have 



refused to publicly answer the 
critics or defend the report, at 
least two— Joseph A. Ball of 
Long Beach, Calif., and Wesley 
J. Lietoeler of Los Angeles — 
bave said they felt from the 
beginning that the X-rays and 
should have been 
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i & interviews with 11 of the 15 
counsel and four of the 10 staff 
members,, the writers hata 
learned that a majority now feel 
the secret label should be re- 
moved because of the doubt 
created by the critics. None 
thinks that the commission need 
be re-established. One sugges- 
tion was that some nongovern- 
mental body, such as a group of 
university presidents or a law 
society, should select forensic 
pathologists to view said analyze 
the evidence. 

Several agreed with the idea 
expressed by one former assist- 
ant counsel: 

“I think they should be op® 
to any qualified expert who 
wants to see them whether he is 
chosen by a college president or 
Mark Lane himself . 

While the autopsy X-rays and 
photographs were pot intro- 
duced formally, it does not 
mean that they were not seen— 
and that they did not show the 
wounds as described in the au- 
topsy report. The critics make 
the point that the photographs 
were handed undeveloped to the 
Secret Service and that they 
were transmitted that way 
eventually to the care of Robert 
Kennedy. 

Albert Jenner, an assistant 
counsel now in Chicago, says he 
saw some of the autopsy photo- 
graphs. Arlen Specter, currently 
district attorney of Philadel- 
phia, his stated having seen at 
least on e purported tolor photo- 
graph. 

They also were examined and 
authenticated last Nov. 1 by 
four men intimately connected 
with the autopsy: ; 

Cmdr. James J. Humes, sen- 
ior pathologist at Bethesda Nav- 
*. Ho: it J; Cmdr. J. Thornton 
Boswell, chief pathologist at 
Bethesda; Capt. John Ebersole, 
the radiologist who took the X- 
rays, and John T. Stringer Jr., a 
medical photogra ( pher at the 
National Naval Medical Center, 

“We authenticated each 
item,” says Boswell, who is now 
in private practice. “As Dr. 
Humes looked over my should- 
er, I initialed each of the color 
and black and white photo- 
graphs. Capt. Ebersole initialed 
each of the X-rays. There are 
various views of all the wounds, 
as we described them, and some 
of the photographs were taken 
so that the president’s face is 
visible.” 



The National Archives says 
there are 26 color and 25 black 
and white photographs and 14 
X-rays. 

Mark Lane surrounds the epi- 
sode regarding the X-rays and 
photographs with language un- 
supported by testimony. He 
says, on Page 60 of the hard- 
cover edition of his book: 

“The X-rays and photographs 
were taken from Dr. Humes and 
given to the Secret Service: in- 
deed the photographs were 
seized before they were devel- 
oped. Humes testified that not 
even he had seen the photo- 
graphs ostensibly ‘taken to assist 
him and the other doctors.” 
Then on Page 62, he refers to 
them again, saying “...federal 



police agents confiscated the 
crucial photographs and’ X- 
rays. ...” Confiscated? Seized? 

Kumes testified they were 
“turned over” to the Secret 
Service, but nowhere does he 
say they were demanded or that 
he objected to releasing them. 

Lane need not have been so 
evasive or uncertain as to why 
the photographs were made— 
“ostensibly to ahsist him (Dr. 
Humes) and the other doctors”, 
as he puts it. By his construc- 
tion, it would seem the photos 
were taken to help the doctors 
that night of the autopsy. 

But Humes is dear about it in 
his testimony on Page 373, VoL 

“The X-rays were developed 
in our X-ray department on the 
spot that evening, because we 
had to see those right then as 
part of our examination, but the 
photographs were made for the 
record and for other purposes.” 
Lane, Epstein and Webber* 
see something highly suspicious 
in the statement of Humes that 
there was an autopsy “draft I 
personally burned in the fire- 
place of my recreation room. 

In two of three references to 
this, Lane drops the word 
’’draft.” On Page 66, it becomes 
“his admission that he de- 
stroyed original notes relating 
to the autopsy.” On Page 38S, 
Lane says: “Destroyed «vt 

dence inchided the original 
notes prepared and then burned 
by Commander Humes after the 
autopsy.” ■ 

Epstein says Humes, “de- 
stroyed by burning cerWn^pw- 
Uminary notes relating to the 
autopsy. “Draft” was droipped. 

Epstein then later raises a 
question about the original au- 
topsy report, ■ , 

- Weisberg writes: “H *e com- 
mission had any questions about 
the burning of any kind of his- 
toric papers, especially ® des- 
cribed ‘preliminary draft notes’, 
the transcript does not reveal 
it.” 




No one seems to wonder why I 
Humes need have told anyone 
about it since he did it while he 
was atone in the privacy of his 
J home. If he wanted to conceal 
something, would he raise sus- 
picion by certifying that he 
burned a preliminary draft he 
had written of the autopsy re- 
port? 

The critics make this draft 
seem pari of the autopsy notes 
themselves. Those notes an 
identified as part of commis- 
sion’s Exhibit 397. And if the 
commission wanted to hide any 
revisions in the autopsy report 
wfefch it published, why then 
would it have published the au- 
topsy report & Humes’ hand- 
writing which shows those revi- 
sions? 

There apparently was opt 
corroborating piece <jt evidanee 
wWch was inexplicably left out 
of the autopsy report, the writ- 
ers learaed. That was the result 
of a microscopic examination of 
tissue removed from the rear 
neck wound. 

“We conducted mfcroecopic 
examination of tissue removed 
frira the neck wound area and 
found . foreign substances such 
as fiber parodies, says Be- 
swell. 1 

This would further show that 
the bullet which made the holes 
in Kennedy’s jacket and shirt 
carried some material with it 
into the neck. 

Why wasn’t this in the autop- 
sy report? 

“It was an unfortunate over- 
sight. ft was net intentional,” 
Boswell says. “I would say that 
three years ago we didn’t pre- 
sume that it would have been 
necessary to substantiate our 
findings.” 

Boswell contributed to the 
controversy regarding Just what 
the autopsy sketch shows be- 
cause it was he who had placed 
a dot— indicating the eutry of a 
bullet— -in "an inexact spot. It is 
below the shoulder and to the 
right of the spine. 

The ‘critics treat this sketch as 
a star exhibit. And it is on this 
dot they have stood pat. 

They data it as proof that 
there was a shallow back 
wound, and not a neck wound. 
And that would mean that the 
throat wound was an entrance 
wound. And THAT would mem 
another firing position and an- 
other assassin. 



The sketch which Lane, Ep- 
stein and Weistoerg refer to m 
the “Autopsy Descnptty e 
Sheet,” which is part of Com- 
mission Exhibit 397, the written 
draft of the autopsy report. This 
sheet is a standard form— NMS 
PATH 8 (1-63)— and has the out- 
lined anatomical form of the 
male body in front and rear 
.views, ft was one of the working 
paoers during the autoosy. 

Lane, Epstein and Weisberg 
each are in error in saying that 
the marking on the outlines 
were made by Humes. On _ what 
is this based? Humes did not 
testify he made the marks. In 
fact, he testified, regarding tins 
=ketch and another hand-drawn 
sketch: “I notice now that the 
handwriting in some instances 
is not my own, and it is either 
that of Cm dr. BosweH or Col. 
Finck.” 

Boswell has since cleared up 
this question. He made the 
marks. He admits the dot is not 
precise. 

“The dot was just meant to 
imply where the point of entry 
was,” he explains. “The notes 
describing the point of entry are 
near this mark and give precise 
measurements giving the exact 
location of the wound.” 



It la a hallmark of the critic’s 
general scholarship that in zero- 
ing in oh this sketch none of 
them points out that although 
the dot is wrong, the description 
is clear: 14 centimeters down 
from the right mastoid process, 
which is the bony point behind 
the right ear, and 14 centimet- 
ers in from the right acramkun, 
which is the tip of the shoulder 
joint. That point, on a men of 
Kennedy’s size, is at the base at 
the neck. 

And so the critics plunge 
ahead constructing theta* case 
against the Warren report. 

Here’s Epstein, bandtag the 
descriptive sheets: 

“The face sheet shows front 
and back diagrams of the presi- 
dent’s body.” (Wrong. They are 
outlines of a human male and 
not specifically the president). 

“On the frost diagram, the ; 



throat wound is just beSow the 
collar line; on the back diagram 
the entrance wound is much 
farther below the collar line. 
Thus, although Commander 
Humes -testified in March that 
the entrance wound was above 
the throat wound, during the 
autopsy he marked the entrance 
wound below the throat wound 
(Wrong. Humes dictai’t make the 
marie. And Humes’ testimony 
conformed exactly with the 
written descriptive detail* on 
the diagram.). 

Weisberg refers to this same 
material as “suppressed.” He 
points out that the rtteete were 
tat published to the Warren re- 
port, which was a summation of 
evidence. But they are to Vd. 
XVH, Page 4S of the supporting 
volumes. Suppressed? 

To Mark Lane that errant dot 
is proof of a below the 



tock wound. H* ctartwefe a 1 

conclusion that the commission 
recognized this but had to evade 
it/ because it would upset the 
lone assassin conclusion. 

“A back enfttata vwmd was 
therefore inconvenient, and, 
though evidently corroborated 
beyond doubt by the Humes au- 
topsy diagram and corr^wrated 
by the holes in the jacket and 
■hlrt!* disappeared/’^ 
contends. But a s . re port 
says, it was never ttosro ■ 
to tn** h Bcrutmteera as lane. 

“■“ft®*** 

mm on 

the autopsy 




